A Framework for Assessing Reflective Writing Produced Within the Context of Computer Science Education by Alrashidi, Huda et al.
Open Research Online
The Open University’s repository of research publications
and other research outputs
A Framework for Assessing Reflective Writing Produced
Within the Context of Computer Science Education
Conference or Workshop Item
How to cite:
Alrashidi, Huda; Ullmann, Thomas; Ghounaim, Samiah and Joy, Mike (2020). A Framework for Assessing
Reflective Writing Produced Within the Context of Computer Science Education. In: Companion Proceedings 10th
International Conference on Learning Analytics & Knowledge (LAK20, 24/03/2020, Frankfurt, Germany.
For guidance on citations see FAQs.
c© [not recorded]
Version: Accepted Manuscript
Link(s) to article on publisher’s website:
https://lak20.solaresearch.org/
Copyright and Moral Rights for the articles on this site are retained by the individual authors and/or other copyright







A Framework for Assessing Reflective Writing Produced Within the 






ABSTRACT:	 Reflective	 writing	 is	 known	 to	 be	 an	 effective	 activity	 to	 increase	 students'	
learning.	However,	 there	 is	 limited	 literature	 in	reflective	writing	assessment	criteria	 in	 the	
context	of	computer	science	 (CS)	education.	 In	 this	paper,	we	aim	to	explore	a	meaningful	
reflective	writing	assessment	characteristics.	That	has	been	used	to	assess	reflective	text	by	













terms	 of	 Computer	 Science	 (CS),	 “reflection	 is	 worth	 encouraging,	 for	 its	 indirect	 effect	 on	 the	



















(2002)	and	Fekete	et	al.	 (2000)	 investigated	using	the	reflective	 journal	 in	terms	of	benefits	 to	the	
students	in	an	undergraduate	programming	course.	Both	studies	noted	that	reflective	journals	were	




concluded	 that	 including	 reflection	 as	 a	 feature	 could	 improve	 the	 accuracy	 and	 time	 of	 their	






reflective	 journal	as	not	widely	accepted	by	students	and/or	educators	 in	CS	education.	 	The	RWF	








First,	the	descriptive:	two	experts	used	similar	words	 in	 their	definitions	of	such	 indicators.	Exp.	A	
stated	that:	“students	merely	describe	what	they	have	done	…	without	any	examples.”	Exp.	C	used	
the	word	 “listing”	 instead	 stating	 that	 “I	would	often	 see	 simple	 summaries	of	 lesson	 content,	 or	
listings	of	topics	covered	that	I	would	class	as	non-reflective”.	This	means	that	“non-reflective”	texts	
are	superficial	descriptions	of	situations.	Second,	the	understanding:	all	the	experts	characterized	it	
as	bordering	on	 the	 reflective	 level.	 For	example,	Exp.	E	defined	 this	 indicator	as,	 “when	students	
identify	 their	 understanding	 of	 competencies	 …	 [RW]	 has	 been	 reached.”	 Accordingly,	 the	






examples/causes.	 For	 instance,	 students	would	 “clearly	explain	 their	 process,	what	worked,	what	
didn’t”	(Exp.	D),	and	“provide	examples”	(Exp.	G),	and/or	“analysis	of	problems	and	[their	solutions]”	






others”	 (Exp.	 D).	 Both	 experts	 emphasized	 that	 perspective	 takes	 into	 consideration	 others’	




must	 show	 evidence	 of	 what	 has	 been	 learnt	 in	 terms	 of	 personal	 and	 professional	 skills	 by	






























20	 sentences	 and	 then	 explained	 their	 ratings.	 From	 this,	 we	 recognized	 some	 ambiguity	 in	 the	
reflection	indicators	as	formulated	in	the	guidelines	given	to	the	raters.	In	the	second	pilot	study,	the	












Date	of	the	pilot	test		 #iteration		 Sample		 #	raters		 k	
October	2018		 1		 20		 4		 0.52		
January	2018		 2		 40		 3		 0.73		
March	2019		 3		 100		 2		 0.87		
May	2019		 4		 200		 2		 0.78		
5 CONCLUSION	AND	FUTURE	WORK	
This	research	has	answered	two	research	questions	that	explored	the	characteristics	of	RW	to	identify	
the	 assessment	 indicators	 and	 the	 levels	 relating	 to	RW	 in	 CS	 education.	 Based	 on	 the	 thematic	
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